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Abstract
The origin and subsequent maintenance of sex and recombination are among the most elu-
sive and controversial problems in evolutionary biology. Here, we propose a novel hypothe-
sis, suggesting that sexual reproduction not only evolved to reduce the negative effects of
the accumulation of deleterious mutations and processes associated with pathogen and/or
parasite resistance but also to prevent invasion by transmissible selfish neoplastic cheater
cells, henceforth referred to as transmissible cancer cells. Sexual reproduction permits sys-
tematic change of the multicellular organism’s genotype and hence an enhanced detection
of transmissible cancer cells by immune system. Given the omnipresence of oncogenic pro-
cesses in multicellular organisms, together with the fact that transmissible cancer cells can
have dramatic effects on their host fitness, our scenario suggests that the benefits of sex
and concomitant recombination will be large and permanent, explaining why sexual repro-
duction is, despite its costs, the dominant mode of reproduction among eukaryotes.
One of the greatest enigma in evolutionary biology is the high prevalence (>99%) of sexual
reproduction among eukaryotes [1,2]. Because sexual reproduction requires males that do not
produce offspring, an asexual population should consequently reproduce faster than a sexual
one [3]. Asexual individuals also benefit from maintaining co-adapted gene complexes and
avoid costs involved in mate acquisition [4]. Despite this, the high prevalence of sexual repro-
duction in the natural world indirectly suggests that the selective forces behind the evolution
of sex must be strong and pervasive.
Among the most prominent hypotheses that have been put forward to explain the evolution
and maintenance of sexual reproduction, the Fisher–Muller hypothesis proposes that sex may
rapidly generate multiple novel advantageous alleles [5–7]. Sexual reproduction will also
reduce the deleterious effects of Muller’s ratchet, i.e., the build-up and accumulation of delete-
rious mutations in asexual organisms [8]. Another and probably the most famous hypothesis
concerning the benefits of sexual reproduction suggests that recombination create novel
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genotypes that are able to resist pathogen and/or parasite infections (i.e., the Red Queen
hypothesis) thereby maintaining host fitness despite endlessly evolving virulent pathogens/
parasites [9,10]. Several empirical studies support this hypothesis [11–13], e.g., in facultative
sexual crustacean Daphnia magna, sexually produced offspring were twice as resistant to para-
sites infecting the parents than asexual ones [14].
All the current hypotheses proposed to explain the evolution of sexual reproduction con-
verge toward the idea that sexual reproduction is beneficial because the genetic diversity it cre-
ates provides significant evolutionary advantages to counteract infectious agents, enhance
individual intra- and interspecific competition abilities, and alleviate the effects of ongoing
fluctuations in environmental conditions [15]. However, what remains unclear is that occa-
sional sex, rather than obligate, could presumably provide the above evolutionary benefits:
according to most models, organisms that engage in sexual reproduction only sporadically
seem to have the best of both worlds (e.g., [16,17]). Therefore, despite 50 years of research, the
selective forces maintaining obligate sex are still not fully understood. Here, we argue that sex
has been, and is still, favoured by selection because in contrast to asexual reproduction, it per-
mits to reduce the fitness costs imposed by an ancestral enemy still present: transmissible
malignant cell lines.
Multicellular organisms are societies of cooperating clonal cells that have emerged indepen-
dently on several occasions approximately 1 billion years ago [18,19]. The primary benefit of
multicellularity included the division of labor and specialization by differentiated cells [20].
The evolution of multicellular organisms, metazoans, required that individual cells had to
forgo their own reproductive interests, i.e., shifting the Darwinian unit of selection from indi-
vidual cells to the benefit of the entire multicellular community, i.e. the organism. However,
one of the first challenges faced by asexual metazoans was, as for any cooperative system (e.g.,
[21]), the risk of exploitation by internal cheater cells, i.e., cancer cells [22]. Because uncon-
trolled proliferation of cancer cells is an ubiquitous phenomenon of metazoans [23], it has
been proposed to have appeared during the transition from unicellularity to multicellularity
[19]. Consequently, the first asexual multicellular organisms did not only have to deal with
their own cheater cells but also to evolve adaptations preventing the colonization by infectious
malignant cells coming from other individuals. Because anticancer defenses were presumably
basic in the first multicellular organisms, both self and infectious cell lines were the major nat-
ural enemies. A mile stone in the evolution of metazoans was therefore to counteract and, if
possible, to prevent the negative effects of internal cancer cells as well as those caused by non-
self invaders, such as viruses, bacteria, parasites, as well as somatic and germ cell parasitism
(e.g., in ascidians [24–26]) as well as transmissible cancer cells. These interactions ultimately
resulted in the evolution of different evolved defense mechanisms (e.g., different branches and
aspects of the immune system) across the animal kingdom. However, in order to reduce the
deleterious effects of transmissible cancer cells, the metazoan immune system had to acquire
an ability to differentiate between the former and healthy somatic cells.
While the ultimate fate of the vast majority of present malignant cancer cells is to perish
with the death of their host, transmissible cancer cells have during the last decades been shown
to occur in both invertebrates and vertebrates, often resulting in a massive increase of host
mortality (reviewed in [27]). This transmission can involve direct routes such as interindivid-
ual aggression (e.g., biting), sexual interactions, and passive transport of transmissible cancer
cells. The ability of some of these transmissible cancer cells to avoid immune recognition
appears to emanate from a combination of reduced host genetic diversity (that could be the
result of bottlenecks and small effective population size [28]) and an ability of the transmissible
cancer to down-regulate their antigenic epitopes [27]. Other albeit rare transmissions of cancer
cells have been observed in humans from mother to fetus [29,30], i.e., in which the maternally
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derived neoplastic cells in the infant had deleted human leukocyte antigen (HLA) alleles sug-
gesting a possible mechanism for immune evasion [30]. Moreover, neoplastic leukemia cells
arising in one monozygotic twin, having a single or monochorionic placenta, have been shown
to transmit to the co-twin via intraplacental anastomoses [31,32], highlighting the impact of
genetic similarity in the successful transmission of cancerous cells. Other organisms, such as
the basal metazoan hydra, when reproducing asexually have also shown occurrence of vertical
interindividual transmission of tumors [33].
Because clonal reproduction leads to organisms that are identical, we propose that (1)
malignant cells produced by the first multicellular organisms were likely to be well adapted to
other (identical) organisms, including direct descendants; (2) it was difficult for the victim
organisms to recognize (and hence eliminate) transmissible cancer cells that were almost iden-
tical to normal somatic cells (i.e., immune evasion). An efficient way to prevent this was to be
different from other individuals, and also to produce unique offspring. Organisms adopting
sexual reproduction, conversely to clonal ones, form gametes, mix those together, and create
progeny with an entirely novel genome. This both limits the chance for clonal infectious malig-
nant cell lines to be already adapted to a novel host and increase the chance that victim organ-
isms can immediately detect the colonization by a transmissible malignant cell, i.e., malignant
cells are this time perceived as foreign allograft. Therefore, sexual reproduction could have
evolved as an adaptive trait to prevent horizontal and/or vertical transmission of cancer cells
(Fig 1).
If the transmission of cancerous cells was a major factor in the evolution of sexual repro-
duction, the negative effects of such cheaters may also affect “super organisms,” such as social
insect colonies, the queen being the gonads, the workers being the somatic cells, a system com-
parable to that of a multicellular organism [34]. Some social asexual ants and honey bees do
develop asexual cheater workers that abandon reproductive self-restraint and reproduce at the
expense of other colonies, hence adopting a behavior comparable to selfish transmissible
cheater cells in a multicellular organism [35,36]. Moreover, analogous to transmissible cancer-
ous cells, these cheater workers often invade other colonies with devastating consequences for
the colony [35,36]. Just like host defense mechanisms (i.e., immune responses), the colonies of
superorganisms police against the cheater workers, whereby the queen and/or the workers
inhibit the reproduction of cheaters, by either attacking and mutilating recalcitrant workers or
by consuming their eggs [37,38].
Empirical testing of theories that explain the evolutionary origin(s) of sex is often complex.
However, several observations seem to support our hypothesis:
i. Although sexual processes undoubtedly antedated multicellularity, no successful transition
to multicellularity (i.e., when cancer emerged [33]) has avoided a tight connection with the
sexual process [39,40]. Multicellularity may even set the stage for the overall diversity of sex-
ual complexity throughout the Tree of Life [41].
ii. Species that are not affected by cancer, like prokaryotes and unicellular eukaryotes, should
intermittently revert to asexual reproduction. Accordingly, bacteria and archaea reproduce
primarily through asexual reproduction, usually by binary fission, with some genetic
exchange and recombination occurring occasionally through horizontal gene transfer [42].
The majority of protists and fungi reproduce asexually via fissioning, budding, or spore
production [43].
iii. Unlike animals, plants rarely develop cancer, potentially due to fundamental differences
between plant and animal cellular structures, development, and physiology (reviewed in
[44]). Plant cells possess rigid cell walls (containing hemicellulose fibers, pectin
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polysaccharides, and lignin) that maintain strict cellular structure and prevent uncon-
trolled cell growth. Plant cells also rarely accumulate enough mutations that would lead to
cancer, due to their stem cells being hypersensitive to DNA damage and being ready for
apoptosis in response to genetic abnormalities. The locomotion of tumor cells is also lim-
ited because plants rely on an acellular vascular system (i.e., the xylem and phloem), not
on cellular circulatory systems such as blood or lymph vessels. Although plants can occa-
sionally develop tumors, they occur much less often than in animals; they are not meta-
static and certainly not as lethal [44,45]. Although plant reproductive strategies are highly
diverse [46], many plants exhibit dual reproductive modes, producing both sexual and
asexual offspring, being capable of vegetative reproduction (via rhizomes, runners, tubers,
bulbils, etc.) and/or of asexual seed production [47,48].
Fig 1. Asexual versus sexual reproduction and the transmission of malignant cells. (A) Asexual reproduction maintains high levels of interindividual
similarity within a population, and this phenomenon increases the risk of vertical and horizontal transmission of malignant cells. (B) By blending genetics,
sexual reproduction produces greater genetic diversity in a population, and as such, limits the transmission of cancer cells across individuals in the population.
Genetic diversity facilitates the detection of the invading non-self cells and also limits the chances that the transmissible cancer cells are preadapted to the new
host. Thus, cancer cells regularly emerge (e.g., red tumor) in individuals, but unless a “perfect storm” is present, as in the Tasmania devil/devil facial tumor
disease system [27], malignant cells fail to be transmitted.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.3000275.g001
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iv. According to our theory, most asexual species should have a recent evolutionary history,
whereas ancient asexual species should possess special adaptations to reduce the deleteri-
ous effects of cancer. Close to 50% of asexual lineages have been estimated to be<500,000
years old [49], whereas the remaining 50% of lineages consist of the “evolutionarily scan-
dalous” organisms, such as orbatid mites, darwinulid ostracods, and bdelliod rotifers, that
have persisted for millions of generations [49]. The latter species have indeed been shown
to be resistant to mutagens such as radiation and heavy metals [50–53], which indicates
high resistance to oncogenic processes and selection of tumor-suppressor mechanisms that
enable the survival of these ancient asexual lineages.
As a corollary, one might predict that recently evolved asexual species should be affected
by cancer at higher frequency than their sexual conspecifics, unless they also have evolved
efficient anticancer defenses. Further studies would be necessary to test these hypotheses.
v. Multicellular eukaryotes that are strongly impacted by malignant cell emergence and prolif-
eration should mostly have obligate sexual reproduction. Obligate sex is indeed the domi-
nant mode of reproduction in many lineages of complex eukaryotes [1].
vi. Transmissible cancers should be rare in species practising sexual reproduction. Although
we probably underestimate their prevalence [54], only 4 cases of transmissible cancers are
currently known in the wild, supporting the idea that the evolution of transmissible cancer
in sexually reproducing species is very rare and occurs only under very particular condi-
tions (e.g., the “perfect storm hypothesis” [27]).
There are different possibilities to experimentally test our hypothesis. For instance, we pre-
dict that in organisms reproducing both by sexually and asexually, a shift toward more sexual
reproduction should be observed following the emergence and progression of malignant cells.
Hydra has the ability to switch between sexual and asexual reproduction and the propensity to
develop tumors, therefore it could be a good candidate to test this hypothesis [33]. In accor-
dance with our hypothesis, parental tumors are almost systematically transmitted to daughter
polyps of hydra when reproduction is asexual (i.e., budding results in the vertical transmission
of tumors), whereas offspring resulting from sexual reproduction are tumor free [33]. Demon-
strating that tumor-bearing hydra, compared with healthy ones, preferentially reproduce sexu-
ally would provide support to our hypothesis. Because tumors can also be experimentally
transplanted between polyps, this biological system also offers the possibility to test whether
transplanted tumors establish better when recipient polyps are identical to the donor with
tumors, compared with when they are different individuals.
Constant progress in animal cloning [55] could also help to evaluate the risk of cancer cell
transmission associated with asexual reproduction. We predict that the likelihood of mother to
fetus malignant cell transmission will be higher when the implanted embryos (e.g., in mam-
mals) are genetically identical to their mother, compared with embryos that have originated
form another female or are the mother’s natural embryos.
Comparative oncology approaches could also provide in depth analyses of the difference in
anticancer defenses between recent and ancient asexual species, as well as in comparison with
their sexual relatives. From a theoretical perspective, our hypothesis could be tested through
developing new theoretical frameworks based on mathematical models so far used to elucidate
the “Red Queen” hypothesis [56,57]. However, current mathematical models applied to host–
pathogen interactions rarely consider parasite diversity. In the case of our hypothesis, future
theoretical extensions will need to consider the fact that host diversity generated by sexual
reproduction decreases the probability of cancer cell transmission and thus de facto reduces
the diversity of the cancer cells that can be transmitted, which concomitantly allows the host’s
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immune system to be more efficient in eliminating them. Although including "parasite diver-
sity” is generally mathematically challenging, combining recent theoretical developments in
studying multistrain pathogens [56] with the Red Queen models would be an interesting first
attempt.
Concluding remarks
Although selfish neoplastic cells are omnipresent cheaters in all multicellular organisms [58],
the among-individual transmission of such cells requires a “perfect storm” in sexual reproduc-
ing organisms with an optimal confluence of multiple host and tumor cell traits [27]. A major
constraint of such transmissions requires an ability of transmissible cancerous cells to evade
immunological histocompatibility barriers. Because asexual reproduction results in clonal,
often identical organisms, asexual organisms and their progeny would be susceptible to the
invasion of clonal transmissible cancer cells. Conversely, due to its enhanced among-individ-
ual genetic heterogeneity and concomitant increased ability to detect non-self cells, sexual
reproduction should significantly reduce the risk of among-individual transmission of such
cancerous cells. Given the ubiquity of oncogenic processes in the multicellular world together
with the diversity of potential transmission routes, sexual reproduction, despite its associated
costs, may consequently have been favored as a less risky, more profitable option to produce
viable offspring, i.e., less subjective to transmissible cancers. To our knowledge, this selective
scenario for the initial evolution of sex across the Tree of Life is novel. As illustrated, e.g., with
the human twin example above, it also explains its continued maintenance despite the signifi-
cant evolutionary costs. Also, the experimental approaches we proposed above should permit
the evaluation of the critical role transmissible cancers play in shaping animal reproductive
strategies.
In conclusion, we propose that the prevalence of sex in eukaryotes is a ghost of a past apogee of
transmissible cancerous cell lines in the first asexual multicellular organisms. Although natural
selection found a way to radically reduce the prevalence of transmissible cancer, sexual organisms
are, however, still subjected to the deleterious effects of internal malignant cells. We hope that this
paper will pave the way for a novel research direction on the evolutionary enigma of sex.
References
1. Bell G. The Masterpiece of Nature: The Evolution and Genetics of Sexuality. Berkeley, CA: University
of California Press.; 1982.
2. Hartfield M, Keightley PD. Current hypotheses for the evolution of sex and recombination. Integrative
zoology. 2012; 7(2):192–209. Epub 2012/06/14. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-4877.2012.00284.x
PMID: 22691203.
3. Maynard Smith J. The evolution of sex. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.; 1978.
4. Lehtonen J, Jennions MD, Kokko H. The many costs of sex. Trends in Ecology & Evolution. 2012; 27
(3):172–8. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2011.09.016 PMID: 22019414
5. Fisher RA. The genetical theory of natural selection. Oxford, UK: The Clarendon Press.; 1930.
6. Muller HJ. Some genetic aspects of sex. The American Naturalist. 1932; 66(703):118–38. https://doi.
org/10.1086/280418
7. Williams GC. Sex and evolution. Princeton, N.J: Princeton University Press; 1975.
8. Muller HJ. The relation of recombination to mutational advance. Mutation Research/Fundamental and
Molecular Mechanisms of Mutagenesis. 1964; 1(1):2–9. https://doi.org/10.1016/0027-5107(64)90047-
8.
9. Hamilton WD, Axelrod R, Tanese R. Sexual reproduction as an adaptation to resist parasites (a review).
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences. 1990; 87(9):3566.
10. Jaenike J. A hypothesis to account for the maintenance of sex in populations. Evolutionary Theory.
1978; 3:191–194. https://www.mn.uio.no/cees/english/services/van-valen/evolutionary-theory/volume-
PLOS Biology | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.3000275 June 6, 2019 6 / 9
3/vol-3-no-4-pages-191-194-j-jaenike-an-hypothesis-to-account-for-the-maintenance-of-sex-within-
populations.pdf
11. Decaestecker E, Gaba S, Raeymaekers JAM, Stoks R, Van Kerckhoven L, Ebert D, et al. Host–parasite
‘Red Queen’ dynamics archived in pond sediment. Nature. 2007; 450:870. https://doi.org/10.1038/
nature06291 PMID: 18004303
12. Jokela J, Dybdahl Mark F, Lively Curtis M. The maintenance of sex, clonal dynamics, and host-parasite
coevolution in a mixed population of sexual and asexual snails. The American Naturalist. 2009; 174
(S1):S43–S53. https://doi.org/10.1086/599080 PMID: 19441961
13. Vergara D, Jokela J, Lively CM. Infection dynamics in coexisting sexual and asexual host populations:
support for the Red Queen hypothesis. The American Naturalist. 2014; 184(S1):S22–S30. https://doi.
org/10.1086/676886 PMID: 25061675
14. Auld SKJR Tinkler SK, Tinsley MC. Sex as a strategy against rapidly evolving parasites. Proceedings of
the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences. 2016; 283(1845).
15. Colegrave N. The evolutionary success of sex. Science & Society Series on Sex and Science. EMBO
reports. 2012; 13(9):774–8. Epub 2012/08/07. https://doi.org/10.1038/embor.2012.109 PMID:
22868665.
16. Charlesworth B, Morgan MT, Charlesworth D. The effect of deleterious mutations on neutral molecular
variation. Genetics. 1993; 134(4):1289. PMID: 8375663
17. D’Souza TG, Michiels NK. The costs and benefits of occasional Sex: theoretical predictions and a case
study. Journal of Heredity. 2010; 101(suppl_1):S34–S41. https://doi.org/10.1093/jhered/esq005 PMID:
20212007
18. Aktipis CA, Boddy AM, Jansen G, Hibner U, Hochberg ME, Maley CC, et al. Cancer across the tree of
life: cooperation and cheating in multicellularity. Philosophical transactions of the Royal Society of Lon-
don Series B, Biological sciences. 2015; 370(1673):20140219. https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2014.0219
PMID: 26056363.
19. Szathma´ry E, Maynard Smith J. The major evolutionary transitions. Nature 1995; 374(6519): 227–232.
https://doi.org/10.1038/374227a0 PMID: 7885442
20. Smith JM, Szathmary E. The major transitions in evolution: OUP Oxford; 1997.
21. West SA, Griffin AS, Gardner A. Evolutionary explanations for cooperation. Current Biology. 2007; 17
(16):R661–R72. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2007.06.004 PMID: 17714660
22. Grosberg RK, Strathmann RR. The evolution of multicellularity: a minor major transition? Annual
Review of Ecology, Evolution, and Systematics. 2007; 38(1):621–54. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.
ecolsys.36.102403.114735
23. Madsen T, Arnal A, Vittecoq M, Bernex F, Abadie J, Labrut S, et al. Chapter 2—Cancer prevalence and
etiology in wild and captive animals. In: Ujvari B, Roche B, Thomas F, editors. Ecology and Evolution of
Cancer: Academic Press; 2017. p. 11–46.
24. Buss LW. Somatic cell parasitism and the evolution of somatic tissue compatibility. Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America. 1982; 79(17):5337–41. https://doi.org/
10.1073/pnas.79.17.5337 PMID: 6957867.
25. Stoner DS, Weissman IL. Somatic and germ cell parasitism in a colonial ascidian: Possible role for a
highly polymorphic allorecognition system. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences. 1996; 93
(26):15254. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.93.26.15254 PMID: 8986797
26. Weiss RA. Open questions: knowing who’s who in multicellular animals is not always as simple as we
imagine. BMC Biology. 2018; 16(1):115. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12915-018-0582-8 PMID: 30322384
27. Ujvari B, Gatenby RA, Thomas F. The evolutionary ecology of transmissible cancers. Infection, Genet-
ics and Evolution. 2016; 39:293–303. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.meegid.2016.02.005 PMID: 26861618
28. Ujvari B, Klaassen M, Raven N, Russell T, Vittecoq M, Hamede R, et al. Genetic diversity, inbreeding
and cancer. Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences. 2018; 285(1875):20172589.
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2017.2589 PMID: 29563261
29. Greaves M, Hughes W. Cancer cell transmission via the placenta. Evolution, Medicine, and Public
Health. 2018; 2018(1):106–15. https://doi.org/10.1093/emph/eoy011 PMID: 29765597
30. Isoda T, Ford AM, Tomizawa D, van Delft FW, De Castro DG, Mitsuiki N, et al. Immunologically silent
cancer clone transmission from mother to offspring. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences
of the United States of America. 2009; 106(42):17882–5. Epub 2009/10/12. https://doi.org/10.1073/
pnas.0904658106 PMID: 19822752.
31. Clarkson B, Boyse E. Possible explanation of the high concordance for acute leukemia in monozygotic
twins. The Lancet. 1971; 297(7701):699–701. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(71)92705-X.
PLOS Biology | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.3000275 June 6, 2019 7 / 9
32. Greaves MF, Maia AT, Wiemels JL, Ford AM. Leukemia in twins: lessons in natural history. Blood.
2003; 102(7):2321. https://doi.org/10.1182/blood-2002-12-3817 PMID: 12791663
33. Domazet-Losˇo T, Klimovich A, Anokhin B, Anton-Erxleben F, Hamm MJ, Lange C, et al. Naturally
occurring tumours in the basal metazoan Hydra. Nature Communications. 2014; 5:4222. https://doi.org/
10.1038/ncomms5222 PMID: 24957317
34. Ho¨lldobler B, Wilson EO. The superorganism: the beauty, elegance, and strangeness of insect socie-
ties. New York, USA: W. W. Norton Press; 2008.
35. Dobata S, Sasaki T, Mori H, Hasegawa E, Shimada M, Tsuji K. Persistence of the single lineage of
transmissible ‘social cancer’ in an asexual ant. Molecular Ecology. 2010; 20(3):441–55. https://doi.org/
10.1111/j.1365-294X.2010.04954.x PMID: 21155912
36. Goudie F, Oldroyd BP. Thelytoky in the honey bee. Apidologie. 2014; 45(3):306–26. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s13592-013-0261-2
37. Foster KR, Ratnieks FL. Convergent evolution of worker policing by egg eating in the honeybee and
common wasp. Proceedings Biological sciences. 2001; 268(1463):169–74. https://doi.org/10.1098/
rspb.2000.1346 PMID: 11209887.
38. Ratnieks FLW, Visscher PK. Worker policing in the honeybee. Nature. 1989; 342(6251):796–7. https://
doi.org/10.1038/342796a0
39. Domazet-Loso T, Tautz D. Phylostratigraphic tracking of cancer genes suggests a link to the emer-
gence of multicellularity in metazoa. BMC biology. 2010; 8:66–. https://doi.org/10.1186/1741-7007-8-66
PMID: 20492640.
40. Speijer D, Lukesˇ J, Elia´sˇ M. Sex is a ubiquitous, ancient, and inherent attribute of eukaryotic life. Pro-
ceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America. 2015; 112(29):8827–
34. Epub 2015/07/20. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1501725112 PMID: 26195746.
41. Hanschen ER, Herron MD, Wiens JJ, Nozaki H, Michod RE. Multicellularity Drives the Evolution of Sex-
ual Traits. The American Naturalist. 2018; 192(3):E93–E105. https://doi.org/10.1086/698301 PMID:
30125231
42. Arber W. Horizontal Gene Transfer among Bacteria and Its Role in Biological Evolution. Life (Basel,
Switzerland). 2014; 4(2):217–24. https://doi.org/10.3390/life4020217 PMID: 25370194.
43. Otto Sarah P. The evolutionary enigma of sex. The American Naturalist. 2009; 174(S1):S1–S14.
https://doi.org/10.1086/599084 PMID: 19441962
44. Doonan JH, Sablowski R. Walls around tumours—why plants do not develop cancer. Nature Reviews
Cancer. 2010; 10:794. https://doi.org/10.1038/nrc2942 PMID: 20966923
45. Doonan J, Hunt T. Why don’t plants get cancer? Nature. 1996; 380(6574):481–2. https://doi.org/10.
1038/380481a0 PMID: 8606760
46. C H Barrett S. Barrett SCH.The evolution of plant sexual diversity. Nat Rev Gen 3: 274−2842002. 274–
84 p.
47. Eckert CG. The loss of sex in clonal plants. Evolutionary Ecology. 2001; 15(4):501–20. https://doi.org/
10.1023/A:1016005519651
48. Richards A. Breeding systems in flowering plants and the control of variability. Folia Geobotanica. 1996;
31(3):283–293.
49. Neiman M, Meirmans S, Meirmans PG. What can asexual lineage age tell us about the maintenance of
sex? Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences. 2009; 1168(1):185–200. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1749-6632.2009.04572.x PMID: 19566708
50. Krisko A, Leroy M, Radman M, Meselson M. Extreme anti-oxidant protection against ionizing radiation
in bdelloid rotifers. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America.
2012; 109(7):2354–7. Epub 2012/01/26. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1119762109 PMID: 22308443.
51. Luo W, Verweij RA, van Gestel CAM. Toxicity of Pb contaminated soils to the oribatid mite Platynothrus
peltifer. Ecotoxicology. 2015; 24(5):985–90. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10646-015-1439-3 PMID:
25757529
52. Skubała P, Zaleski T. Heavy metal sensitivity and bioconcentration in oribatid mites (Acari, Oribatida):
Gradient study in meadow ecosystems. Science of The Total Environment. 2012; 414:364–72. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2011.11.006 PMID: 22134027
53. Vandenbroecke L, Vanfleteren J, Martens K, Scho¨n I. Hurdles in investigating UVB damage in the puta-
tive ancient asexual Darwinula stevensoni (Ostracoda, Crustacea)2013. 106–18 p.
54. Ujvari B, Gatenby RA, Thomas F. Transmissible cancers, are they more common than thought? Evolu-
tionary applications. 2016; 9(5):633–4. https://doi.org/10.1111/eva.12372 PMID: 27398093.
55. Cibelli J, Gurdon J, Wilmut I, Jaenisch R, Lanza R, West MD, et al. Principles of Cloning ( Second Edi-
tion). San Diego: Academic Press; 2014 2014/01/01/.
PLOS Biology | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.3000275 June 6, 2019 8 / 9
56. Roche B, Drake JM, Rohani P. An agent-based model to study the epidemiological and evolutionary
dynamics of Influenza viruses. BMC bioinformatics. 2011;12:87-. https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2105-
12-12 PMID: 21450071.
57. Salathe´ M, Kouyos RD, Bonhoeffer S. The state of affairs in the kingdom of the Red Queen. Trends in
Ecology & Evolution. 2008; 23(8):439–45. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2008.04.010.
58. Thomas F, Vavre F, Tissot T, Vittecoq M, Giraudeau M, Bernex F, et al. Cancer is not (only) a senes-
cence problem. Trends in Cancer. 2018; 4(3):169–72. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trecan.2018.01.002
PMID: 29506667
PLOS Biology | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.3000275 June 6, 2019 9 / 9
